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DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD OF DECI S| ON

SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON
Tomah Arnory Landfill, Tomah, Monroe County, Wsconsin

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPOSE

Thi s deci si on docunment presents the selected renmedial action for the Tomah Arnory Landfil
(TAL) site in Tomah, Mnroe County, Wsconsin, which was chosen in accordance with the

Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as
amended by the Superfund Amendnents and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and is consistent
with the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) to the extent
practicable. This decision is based upon the contents of the Adninistrative Record for the
site.

It is anticipated that the State of Wsconsin will concur with this decision. Awitten
confirmation is expected by Septenber 30, 1997, and will be added to the adm nistrative
record upon receipt.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U S. EPA) has found that "No Action" is
appropriate because contamination fromthe landfill poses no significant risk under the
current | and use and the reasonably anticipated future land use at the site. In addition
since waste naterial will be left in place and because there is contami nated ground water
under the landfill itself, U S EPA is proposing groundwater nonitoring to ensure that
groundwat er conditions at the site continue to pose no significant risk

DECLARATI ON STATEMENT

U S. EPA in cooperation with the Wsconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) and one

of the potentially responsible parties (PRPs) conducted a renedial investigation that
identified contamnation both in site soils and in ground water at the TAL and anal yzed ri sks
posed by this contam nation. U S. EPA has found that no renmedial action is necessary at the
TAL to ensure protection of human health and the environment. A brief description of the
basis for this finding is set forth bel ow

For ground water, based on the information collected to date on the site contam nation, site
condi tions, and consideration of federal and state groundwater standards, U S EPAis
recomendi ng no action for the groundwater contam nation identified at the TAL. G oundwat er
contam nation found downgradi ent of the TAL was deternmined to be froma source upgradient to
the TAL. For groundwater contam nation found under the TAL, U S. EPA does not believe the
groundwater will be used as a drinking water source. The Tomah Arnory property and the rest
of the Gty of Tomah is currently served by a municipal water service. Gven that the
muni ci pal system has adequate capacity for expansion, U S. EPA believes that any potentia

future devel opment on-site woul d use nmunicipal water as well. In addition, since waste
material will be left in place and because there is contam nated ground water under the
landfill itself, U S EPAis proposing groundwater nonitoring to ensure the groundwater

conditions at the site continue to pose no significant risk

For surface and subsurface soils, based on the infornmation collected to date on the site
contami nation, associated risks to human health and the environnent, and consideration of
federal and state soil standards, U S. EPA concluded that renediati on of soil is not
warrant ed under the current and anticipated future land use. U S. EPA believes that, given
t he degree of exposure associated with the current and future | and use, contam nated soil



poses no significant risk to human health and the environnment. Al though the "No Action"
decision is founded on the fact that no significant risk was determ ned based upon current
and reasonabl e future | and use, protections against inappropriate |land use are already in
place in the formof restrictive covenants enforceable by the WDNR

Al though this decision is for "No Action", EPA will conduct five-year reviews in accordance
with CERCLA Section 121. The five-year reviews will be performed because hazardous substances
will remain at the site, and will evaluate the status of the site including any institutiona
controls that are in place. If it is determned that conditions have changed at the site such
that unacceptable risk at the site exists, this decision may be reopened

U S. EPA has determined that its response at this site is conplete. Therefore, the site now
qualifies for inclusion on the Construction Conpletion List.

<I MG SRC 97097A>
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DECI SI ON SUMVARY

| . Site Description

The Tomah Arnory Landfill (TAL) is located in the northeastern section of the Gty of Tomah
Monroe County, Wsconsin (Figure 1). The site is bordered on the north by the Gty sewage

di sposal and treatment facility, to the east by MI| Street and a residential area, to the
south by Arthur Street and a tel ephone nuseum and to the west by Wodward Avenue which
separates the site fromopen fields and an apartment conplex to the west. Access to the site
is not restricted

The original landfilled area covered a significant portion of the area north of Arthur Street
to the South Fork of the Lemonweir River in the vicinity of MII Street and Wodward Avenue.
It covered the majority of what is nowthe Arnory property, a portion of the Gty of Tomah
sewage treatnent plant property, a portion of a property on which a nuseumis |ocated and
finally a small area west of Wodward Avenue. The small area west of Wodward Avenue was
excavated and the excavated material was di sposed off-site in the early sumrer of 1997, for
general mai ntenance purposes.

Gound water in the vicinity of the TAL is currently not used for drinking water purposes.
Area residences are connected to runicipal water services.

1. Site History and Enforcenent Activities

The Arnory Landfill was owned until 1968 by the Gty of Tomah. Landfilling occurred at the
site from 1950 until sonetinme between 1955 and 1960. Waste di sposal methods consisted of
excavation of 6 to 8 feet of surface soil, disposal of waste naterial in the excavated area,
pl acenent of a cover consisting of previously excavated topsoil, and a final grading process.
Sore of the material disposed of in the landfill nmay have been burned before it was buried.
No di sposal records regarding the types (residential, comercial, or industrial) or
quantities of nmaterial buried were naintained

The Wsconsin Arny National GQuard (ARNG purchased a portion of the site in July of 1968 to
support Wsconsin ARNG activities associated with the adm nistration, |ogistical support, and
readi ness of the unit. The renminder of the site is currently used for operation of the Gty
of Tonmah wastewater treatnent plant, and the operation of a tel ephone nuseum

Prior to the purchase of the property by the ARNG a portion of the landfill was excavated
and di sposed off-site in order to construct some Arnory buildings. Aso, during 1997, an area
west of Whodward Avenue was excavated and the excavated naterial was disposed off-site. An
area of the nmuseum property was al so graded, covered, and reseeded.

Representatives of the Wsconsin Departnent of Natural Resources (WDNR) and the U S. EPA's
Field Investigation Team (FIT) Investigated the site in 1984 to gain infornation for a
prelimnary assessnment. A site inspection report was prepared, and the site was scored using
the Hazard Ranki ng System (HRS). The site was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) on
July 21, 1987. The possible effects of disposal directly into an aquifer and the potentia

for direct contact with hazardous substances because of erosion of the landfill cap were the
concerns raised during the prelimnary assessnent.

In January, 1988, the Agency for Toxic Substances and D sease Registry (ATSDR) prepared a
prelimnary health assessment for the site. The assessnment |ists a nunber of potentia
exposure routes including ingestion and dernal contact with ground water, surface water, and
soils and inhalation of contam nated dusts or volatile conpounds. The assessnent was

conpl eted before the collection of any sanples at the site and thus recomended environnent al
characterization and sanpling of the site to address the environnental and hunman heal th
exposure pat hways



In July, 1993, U S. EPA, in cooperation with WONR and the United States Ceol ogi cal Survey
(USGS), conducted a Phase | renedial investigation (RI) at the TAL. The purpose of the Phase
I R was to collect ground water and soil sanples to characterize the nature and extent of
contami nati on and associ ated exposure risks. This characterization would provide a basis for
deci di ng whether further action was necessary at the site. Results of the Phase | Rl
indicated that additional groundwater and soil sanpling was needed to adequately characterize
the site.

Research to identify parties responsible for conditions at the TAL was conpl eted i n Decenber,
1994. U. S. EPA naned the Gty of Tomah and the Wsconsin Departnment of Mlitary Affairs as
potentially responsible parties (PRPs), based on their ownership and operation of the site.

U S. EPA sent a special notice letter to PRPs in January, 1995, requesting a "good faith"
proposal to continue the Phase Il renedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS). In
February 1995, the Gty declined the offer to performthe response action. In March, 1995 the
W sconsin Departnment of Mlitary Affairs agreed to conduct the Phase Il R/FS

I11. Hghlights of Community Participation

In July, 1993, U S. EPA hosted a "kick-off" public meeting at the Tomah Gty Hall Counci
Chanbers. The purpose of the nmeeting was to informlocal residents of the Superfund process
and the work to be perforned under the RI.

An information repository was established in 1993 at the Tomah Public Library, 716 Superior
Avenue, Tomah, Wsconsin. U S. EPA maintains a copy of the administrative record for the site
in the information repository and at the U S. EPA Region 5 office. The Rl was rel eased to the
public in April, 1997. A Proposed Plan was nade avail able on July 22, 1997. A public meeting
was held on August 19, 1997, to discuss the Rl and Proposed Plan. Advertisenents were placed
in |local newspapers to announce the public neeting and comrent period. A public coment
period for the Proposed Plan was established fromJuly 25, 1997, to August 25, 1997. The
public generally supports the selected remedy. The responsiveness sumrary is contained in
Appendi x A.

The public participation requirenents of Sections 113 (k)(2)(B) and 117 of CERCLA, 42 U S.C
°0 9613 (k)(2)(B) and 9617, have been net in the remedy sel ection process. This decision
docunent presents the selected renmedy for the Tomah Arnory Landfill Superfund site, chosen in
accordance with CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and to the extent practicable, the NCP. The
decision for this site is based on the Adninistrative Record.

| V. Scope and Rol e of Response Action

U S. EPA has selected a "No Action" decision at the TAL. This decision is based on an

anal ysis of site risks and conditions, described in detail below The decision relies on the
fact that under current |land use and reasonably antici pated future | and use contam nation
associated with the site does not pose any significant risk. Because hazardous substances
will remain at the site, ground water at the site will be nonitored and the U S. EPA will
conduct a five-year review in accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA to assess whet her any

ot her response is necessary.

V. Site Characteristics

The Phase | and Il R involved sanpling and anal ysis of ground water, air, subsurface soil
and surface soil to deternmine site conditions. G oundwater sanples were collected from
residential and nonitoring wells around the site. Subsurface and surface soils were collected
fromwithin the landfilled area to determne if contam nation is present, and from outside
the landfilled area to determ ne background conditions. A geophysical investigation

consi sting of a magnetic survey and an el ectromagneti c survey was conducted to determne the
approxi mate boundaries of the landfilled area



Based on the results of the R, US. EPA examned the threats to human health and the

envi ronnent through exposure by ingestion and/or direct contact with contamnants in the
subsurface and surface soils. Goundwater contam nation found downgradi ent of the TAL was
determined to be froma source upgradient to the TAL. For groundwater contam nation found
under the TAL, U. S. EPA does not believe the groundwater will be used as a drinking water
source. The Tonah Arnory property and the rest of the Gty of Tomah is currently served by a
nmuni ci pal water service. Gven that the municipal system has adequate capacity for expansion
U S. EPA believes that any potential future devel opnment on-site would use nunicipal water as
well. In addition, since waste naterial will be left in place and because there is

contam nated ground water under the landfill itself, US. EPA is proposing groundwater
nonitoring to ensure the groundwater conditions at the site continue to pose no significant
risk.

Site Conditions

Physi cal Features

1. Soils

Data fromsoil borings indicate that the TAL is underlain predom nantly by tan, brown, and
gray fine-grained soils. These deposits are alluvial and lacustrine in origin. dayey sands,
with the characteristics of wetland soils, were encountered in borings outside of the
landfill area at depths of about 4 to 6 feet. These shallow cl ayey sand | enses nmay be

associ ated with wetlands that are nunerous in the area and occur near the site

2. Hydr ol ogy

There are no surface water bodies onsite. Parts of the TAL site are covered w th buildings
and areas that are paved or covered with gravel. The landfill is slightly nounded and
predom nantly grass-covered. Overland flow of water during storns occurs prinarily in the
paved and gravel parking areas. The area is drained by stormsewers w thin and outside the
TAL boundaries. In general, surface drainage patterns are to the north-northwest towards the
south fork of the Lenonweir R ver

3. Hydr ogeol ogy

Gound water at the TAL was encountered between 1 to 9 feet bel ow ground surface, depending
on the topography. Regional ground water flowin the vicinity of the TAL trends
east-northeast towards the main branch of the Lenonweir River. Shallow groundwater flow,
trends north-northwest towards the south fork of the Lenmonweir River. Hydraulic
conductivities were not neasured as part of the RI. However, an average horizontal flow
velocity of 28 ft/yr was cal cul ated, based upon data collected fromnonitoring wells screened
insimlar materials at the Tonah Minicipal Sanitary Landfill Superfund site, which is

| ocated on the northwest side of Tomah.

The main regional and local aquifer in the area are the sandstone fornmations of Late Canbrian
age. The Canbri an sandstones al so contain | enses of dolomte, siltstone, and shale. The
aqui fer varies in thickness from50 to 2,500 feet across the region

Virtually all drinking water within the Tomah city limts is provided by nunicipal services.
There are five municipal wells sunk into the sandstone aquifer. Three of the wells are
currently in use at depths ranging from 280 to 325 feet. Two wells are not currently used
Al of the wells are within 1 to 3 mles of the site. Data collected as part of the R
indicate that the municipal wells are unaffected by contam nation at the TAL

4. Ecol ogy

The TAL site is characterized by buildings, paved and gravel covered areas, nmowed | awns, and
sone areas covered by shrubs. Wldlife habitat at the Arnon, is limted due to |ack of



vegetati ve cover.

Land surrounding the TAL site is predomnantly residential and commercial with sone vegetated
areas associated with the south fork of the Lemonweir River

VWDNR s Bureau of Endangered Resources reports no known occurrences of threatened or
endangered species, or natural areas in the vicinity of the site. The U S. Fish and Wlidlife
Servi ce does report that endangered and threatened species occur in Mnroe County. However
the U S. Fish and Wldlife Service believes that these species are not being adversely
affected by conditions at the site.

5. Cont ami nati on

Phase | Rl

In July, 1993, U S. EPA, in cooperation with WONR and the United States Ceol ogi cal Survey
(USGS), collected groundwater and subsurface soil sanples and had them anal yzed for volatile
organi ¢ conpounds (VQCs), sem -volatile organic conmpounds (SVQCs), and netals as part of a
Phase | RI. The Phase | sanpling |locations are shown on Figure 2. Sanpling results indicated
that contaminants within the landfill boundaries (on-site) and in discrete |ocations outside
the boundaries of the landfill (off-site) are present in concentrati ons above state and/or
federal standards.

The prinmary contam nants of concern in ground water are lead, found prinarily on-site at
sanpling locations W16, W17, W18, W19, and W20, and trichloroethene (TCE), found in
one sanple location on-site, W20, and one sanple location off-site, W24.

The eval uation of the nature and extent of contamination in the subsurface soils indicated
that, although sone contam nation occurs at depth, primarily | ead and benzo(a)pyrene, the
concentrations detected do not warrant further investigation. However, the Phase | R

concl uded the surface soils needed to be characterized to evaluate risks associated with

direct contact at the landfill area through unrestricted access.

Phase Il R

Field investigations for the Phase Il R included installation of nonitoring wells for
sanpling ground water and the sanpling of surface soils on and off the landfill. The | ocation
of the Phase Il sanple locations is shown in Figures 3 and 4. Regional groundwater flowis

east-northeast and shal | ow groundwater flowis to the north-northwest, putting M¥1, MWN3,
and MM 4 downgr adi ent.

The results of the groundwater sanpling indicated the presence of TCE in all the nonitoring
wel I's. However, TCE concentrations in the upgradient wells, MM2 and PZ-2, were

significantly higher than those in the downgradi ent wells. 1.2-dichloroethene (1.2 DO') and
1, 2-di chl oroethane (1,2 DCA) were al so detected in substantially higher concentrations in the
upgr adi ent wel | s.

To help streanmine the project, the Phase Il surface soil sanpling concentrated on the two
mai n chem cal s of concern, benzo(a)pyrene and | ead, determned fromthe results of the Phase
| subsurface soil sanpling. Approxinately 48 surface soil sanples were collected at |ocations

on and off the landfill and anal yzed for benzo(a)pyrene and | ead

The Phase Il investigation also included extensive geophysics and test pitting to determne
the boundaries of the landfill. Figure 5 shows the results of the geophysical investigation
Since the boundaries of the landfill encroached on other properties besides the Arnory

property, the entire site was divided into parcels. These parcels are al so shown on Figure 5.



VI . Summary of Site Risks

Based on data collected during the R, human health and ecol ogi cal risks associated with
contanmi nants detected in soils and ground water within and near the site were assessed. This
assessnent, called a baseline screening, was conducted to conpare contami nation |levels at the
site with U S. EPA and state standards. It considered ways in which people and wildlife could
be exposed to site-related contam nants and whet her such exposure coul d increase the

i nci dence of cancer and noncarci nogeni c (noncancer rel ated) di seases above the |evels that
normal |y occur in the study area.

Results of the groundwater investigation indicated that the inorganic contanmi nants are found
inside the boundaries of the landfill and the organic groundwater contam nation is froma
source upgradient fromthe Armory Landfill site. Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4 are sumaries of the
Phase | and Il groundwater data. During the Phase | investigation, inorganic contam hants,
nost inportantly | ead, were detected inside the boundaries of the landfill at |evels above
the federal naxi mum contam nant level (MCL). Lead was also found in one |ocation outside the
boundary of the landfill at a concentration (15.3 Ig/l) slightly above the MCL (15.0 1g/1).
Phase || groundwater sanpling perforned outside the boundaries of the landfill did not detect
lead in any wells above the MCL. Organic contamnants in ground water were found inside and
outsi de the boundaries of the landfill. The Phase | sanpling detected trichl oroethene (TCE)

i nside the boundaries of the landfill and downgradi ent at concentrati ons above the MCL (5
Ig/1). The Phase Il sanpling confirmed the presence of TCE and detected other organic

contami nants outside the boundaries of the landfill. However, the Phase Il sanpling al so
detected these organic constituents in upgradient wells at greater concentrations. Follow up,
to hel p deternine potential sources for the organic contam nation, confirmed the presence of
a site with | eaking storage tanks upgradient to the Arnory landfill. The State of Wsconsin
is addressing the presence of a contam nated upgradient site. The U S. EPA concluded that the
organi c contani nation was froma source other than the landfill and that ground water under
the landfill would not be used as a drinking water source, since the area around the l|andfill
site, together with the rest of the Cty of Tomah, is currently served by municipal water.

G ven that the nunicipal system has adequate capacity for expansion, U S. EPA believes that
future devel opment on-site would use nunicipal water as well. Gound water at the site will
be monitored because waste will be left in place and to ensure that groundwater conditions at
the site continue to pose no significant risk. Results of the future groundwater nonitoring
will be evaluated after five years to determne the need to continue nonitoring.

Movi ng on from groundwat er issues, the assessnent focused on risks associated with exposure
to surface and subsurface soils. It assuned that the degree of exposure to surface and
subsurface soils is strongly related to | and use patterns. The assessnent therefore eval uated
ri sks under current and expected future |and use conditions.

Current | and use and reasonably anticipated future use of the land at NPL sites are inportant
considerations in determining current risks, future potential risks, and the appropriate
extent of renediation. (See "Land Use in the CERCLA Renedy Sel ection Process," COSWER
Directive No. 9355.7-04, May 25, 1995). Land use assunptions affect the exposure pathways
that are evaluated in the risk assessment. The results of the risk assessnent aid in
deternmining the degree of remedi ati on necessary to ensure current and | ong-term protection at
the site. The risk assessment considers present use of the site to determne current risks.
It may restrict its analysis of future risks to the reasonably anticipated future | and use.

Current land use at the Arnory Landfill varies and the correspondi ng exposure possibilities
vary as well. To take this variability into account, the risk assessnent divided the Arnory
Landfill into | and parcels (Figure 5). The parcels include: 1) the Wsconsin Arny National

Quard (Arnory) area, a parcel containing the National Guard facility; 2) the Museum and
Trespasser areas, a parcel containing the nuseumand a srmall area across Wodward Avenue
easily accessible to trespassers, including children at play; and 3) the Sewage Treat ment

Pl ant area, a parcel containing the sewage treatnment facility. It should be nentioned that
the small area across Wodward Avenue, area 3 in Figure 5 was excavated and the excavated
material was di sposed offsite. Also a portion of the museum property, area | on Figure 5, was



graded, covered and reseeded. This work was voluntarily conducted in 1997 by the Wsconsin
ARNG upon recommendation of the WONR The ri sk assessnent focused upon users who woul d face
the greatest exposure in each of these areas, i.e., those people who would be nost likely to
cone into contact with contamnated soils. In all three areas, naintenance workers, whose
duties m ght include nmowing | awmns or construction work, seened to be the group nost likely to
be exposed. In addition, for the Miseum and Trespasser parcel, the assessnent cal cul ated
risks to children who mght occasionally play on the property.

In extending the analysis to future conditions, the risk assessnent took into consideration
the reasonably anticipated future land use. It is assuned that future | and use woul d stay
nore or less the sane, with continued light industrial zoning for the site itself, and
residential and commerci al uses nearby. Such I and use m ght include the construction of

addi tional buildings and/or maintenance of the current buildings on the site. New
construction mght be industrial, comercial, or residential in character. Under these
conditions, the risk assessnent identified as the focus group for estimating future site

ri sks, on-site workers who nay excavate soils for repair or construction purposes.

U S. EPA uses conservative estinmates when eval uating potential risks. This approach nmay
overstate the true risks, but it provides a high level of protection for public health and
the environnent. In the case of the Arnmory Landfill, soil sanples reveal ed a range of
concentrations for certain chemcals of concern. Tables 5 and 6 contain summaries of the
surface and subsurface soil data. The risk evaluation estimated an exposure point
concentration (EPC) by calculating the 95 percent upper confidence limt of the nean. For
surface soils, EPCs were estimated for benzo(a)pyrene and lead in each of the parcels under
current conditions and for the overall site using the hypothetical future scenario. For
subsurface soils, EPCs were estinated for benzo(a)pyrene, arsenic, barium beryllium

chrom um |ead, nanganese, nickel and thalliumin the Arnory and Miseum parcels. The EPC was
then conpared to background concentrations, soil screening |levels (SSLs), risk based
concentrations (RBCs), and/or a calculated adult |lead cleanup |evel. The SSLs were based on
U. S. EPA gui dance docunents. (See "R sk-Based Concentration Table", Roy L. Smith, Ofice of
RCRA, Region 3, U S. EPA |atest update; Soil Screening Quidance, OSVWER EPA/ 540/ RO94/ 101
1994; and "Revised Interim Soil Lead Cuidance for CERCLA Sites and RCRA Corrective Action
Facilities", CSWER Directive #9355.4-12, July 14, 1994). RBCs were devel oped using standard
U S EPATrisk calculations to determ ne screening levels for industrial and residentia
scenari os based on risk factors of 1 x 10 -6 to 1 x 10 -4. (See "R sk-Based Concentration
Table", Roy L. Smith, Ofice of RCRA, Region 3, U S. EPA |atest update). Calculation of the
adult lead clean-up nodel is presented in Appendix O of the TAL Rl Report, January 1997. In
general, when an EPC falls bel ow the background concentration or the SSL no further action or
study will be required. EPCs that fall above the background and the SSL or where a specific
SSL does not exist, do not automatically trigger an action but warrant further site-specific
ri sk eval uati on by conparison with RBCs or the calculated adult |ead cl eanup | evel

In general, low levels of contam nation have been observed in the surface and subsurface soi
t hroughout the landfilled area and there do not appear to be any hot spots (See Tables 5 and
6). Methane and organi c vapors were not detected during the sanpling of surface soil
indicating that volatization of landfill gases to the atnosphere is limted under existing
conditions. In addition, based on site specific conditions, including the size and depth of
the landfill, the distance of the surrounding residential areas fromthe landfill, and
current deed restrictions that elimnate possible exposures, U S. EPA concl uded that

m grati on of subsurface landfill gas was not a significant or conpleted pathway of concern
The potential for release of contam nated dust to the atnosphere is linmted based on the

rel atively heavy vegetative or gravel covers over nost of the contam nated areas. Moreover
activities such as excavation or grading that mght release contamnants to the air require
VWDNR approval under existing property restrictions.

Surface Soils

Ri sk associated with exposure to surface soils at the Arnory Landfill were evaluated for the
current mai ntenance workers and trespassers, and the hypothetical future on-site construction



worker. As nentioned previously, the surface soil sanpling was prinarily concerned with the
concentrations of benzo(a)pyrene and | ead. Under current conditions risks were assessed for
the various parcels, including the Museum and Trespasser, Arnory, and Sewage Treatnent Pl ant,
areas (See Figure 5). For all three areas, surficial soils EPCs were conpared to industrial
val ue guidelines. Additionally for the Miseum and Trespasser area, residential values were
al so used for conparison. Table 7 contains a summary of the risk analysis for surface soils.

For all the areas, the EPCs for benzo(a)pyrene and | ead were slightly above background
concentrations. However, for all the areas, the EPCs for benzo(a)pyrene fell below the

1 x 10 -6 risk based concentration for industrial soil ingestion and the EPCs for |ead were
bel ow the SSL and the |l ead cleanup level calculated in the nodeling. For the hypothetica
future scenario, a separate site-wi de EPC was cal cul ated for benzo(a)pyrene and | ead. The
future scenario EPC for benzo(a)pyrene was within the 1 x 10 -6 to 1 x 10 -5 ri sk based
concentration range for residential and industrial soil ingestion. The future scenario EPC
for |lead was below the SSL and the adult |ead cl eanup |evel

Subsurface Soils

This assessnent eval uated ri sk associ ated with exposure to subsurface soils at the Arnory
Landfill for the hypothetical future construction worker. Subsurface soils were collected at
depths intervals of 3 to 5 feet or 9 to 11 feet. R sks were assessed for various parcels and
considered a wider range of chemicals than the surface soils, including arsenic, barium
beryllium chromum |ead, manganese, nickel, and thallium and benzo(a)pyrene. EPCs were

cal cul ated for each one of these chemcals in the Arnory and Museum parcels. Al the EPCs
exceeded background concentrati ons except for thallium which was not further evaluated. O
the remaining chemcals, arsenic, beryllium and benzo(a)pyrene are carcinogens. Chrom um Vi
and nickel, as a refinery dust, are carcinogens via inhalation. Because nickel is only
carcinogenic as a refinery dust and this formof nickel was not found at the site, the EPC
for nickel was conmpared to the noncarcinogenic RBC for industrial soil ingestion and the SSL-
transfers fromsoil to air . EPCs for barium |ead, and nanganese were al so conpared to their
respective noncarci nogenic RBCs and SSLs. Table 8 contains a summary of the risk analysis for
subsurface soils.

At the Arnory Area, benzo(a)pyrene, beryllium and chromumEPCs fell belowthe 1 x 10 -6

ri sk based concentration for industrial exposures. The arsenic EPC fell between the 1 x 10 -6
and 1 x 10 -5 risk based concentration range. None of the chemicals exceeded their respective
ri sk based concentrati ons for noncarci nogenic effects or the SSLs for transfer of soil to
air.

At the Museum area, benzo(a)pyrene, beryllium and chromumEPCs fell belowthe 1 x 10 -6

ri sk based concentration for industrial exposures. The arsenic EPC fell between the 1 x 10 -6
and 1 X 10 -5 risk based concentration range. None of the chemicals exceeded their respective
ri sk based concentrati ons for noncarci nogenic effects or the SSLs for transfer of soil to
air.

Lead EPCs in the Arnory and Miseum area exceed the residential SSL of 400 ng/kg, but are
consi derably below the RBC for lead in subsurface soils of 36,000 ng/kg cal cul ated by using
the adult |ead cleanup nodel assuming industrial use at the site

Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent

Ecol ogical risks to aninmals, plants, etc., are not expected to be significant because the
Arnory Landfill is located in an urban setting and soil is the prinmary neans by which
exposure can occur. No evidence of stresses to wildlife was observed during the field
investigation.



Sel ect ed Renedy

Based on the information collected to date on the site contami nation and associated risks to
human health and the environnent, U S. EPA believes that no renedial action is necessary.
Contamination fromthe landfill poses no significant risk under the current |and use and the
reasonably anticipated future land use at the site. Protections agai nst inappropriate |and
use are already in place in the formof restrictive covenants, enforceable by the Wsconsin
Departnment of Natural Resources. Odinarily, US. EPAidentifies one or nore engineering
controls to address contamination at a Superfund site and conpares themin a feasibility
study. But the lack of significant risks elimnated the need for such a study in this case.
U S. EPA therefore selects a "No Action" decision for this site. In addition, since waste
material will be left in place and because there is contam nated ground water under the
landfill itself, US EPAis requiring groundwater nmonitoring to ensure that groundwater
conditions at the site continue to pose no significant risk

In light of our decision not to select a renedial action, the requirements of CERCLA section
121 - including the provisions concerning applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents
- are not triggered; that section applies only in those cases where a renedial action is

sel ect ed.

VI1. Explanation of Significant Changes

There are no significant changes fromthe reconmended alternative described in the proposed
pl an.

VITl. State Concurrence

Based on its review on the renedial investigation, WDNR i s concerned about the groundwater
noni toring conponent included in the proposed renedy. WDNR bel i eves the U S. EPA s

concerns regarding a change in site conditions can be addressed by U S. EPA through a site
inspection at a future date. The purpose of the site inspection would be to docunent that

| and use conditions have not changed, restrictive covenants remain viable, and that renedi a
progress is being made at the off-site groundwater contam nation source

Despite this concern, the State of Wsconsin has indicated a willingness to concur with this
decision. Awitten confirmation is expected by Septenber 30, 1997 and will be added to the
adm ni strative record upon receipt.

FI GURES

<I M5 SRC 97097B>
<I M5 SRC 97097C>
<I M5 SRC 97097D>
<I M5 SRC 97097E>
<I M5 SRC 97097F>



TABLE 1
| NORGANI CS | N GROUNDWATER AT TOVAH ARMORY, PHASE |

Secondary  WPHQQ WPWEQ

Sanpl e Locati on W16 W17 W18 W19 W 20 MCL MCL Enf. St. Enf. St.
Anal yte Concentration (l1g/l)

Al um num 638. 2 1650. 5 3940.5 2172.9 515.1 - 50.0 - -
Arsenic ND 24.2 4.9 ND ND 50.0 - 50.0 -

Iron 3018. 8 4904. 6 8407. 2 42640. 0 28119.0 - 300.0 - 300.0
Lead 67.9 86.5 46. 5 310.5 16.6 15. 0* - 15.0 -
Manganese 733.8 107.7 850. 9 1740.7 1464. 3 - 50.0 - 50.0

N ckel ND 13992.0 ND 16.1 ND 100.0 - - -

* - This value is the Federal Action Level

Key:

Concentrations in bold face exceed one or nore standards

MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contam nant Level s

Secondary MCL - Federal G oundwater Quality Maxi mum Contam nant Levels

WPHEQ Enf. St. - Wsconsin Public Health Goundwater Quality Enforcenent Standards

WPWEQ Enf. St. - Wsconsin Public Wl fare Goundwater Quality Enforcenent Standards

Ri sk Conc. - Risk-Based Concentration for Tap Water fromU. S. EPA, Region Ill, R sk-Based Concentration Table, July 11, 1994
ND - Conpound not detected in analysis

(-) - Analyte not listed in Table

Ri sk

Conc.

11.0

180.0
730.0



TABLE 1
| NORGANI CS | N GROUNDWATER AT TOVAH ARMORY, PHASE |
(conti nued)

Secondary  WPHQQ WPWEQ

Sanpl e Locati on W21 W22 W23 W24 W 25 MCL MCL Enf. St. Enf. St.
Anal yte Concentration (lg/l)

Al um num 3494.9 6109.0 3523.0 760. 89 1458. 1 - 50.0 - -
Arsenic ND ND ND ND ND 50.0 - 50.0 -

Iron 12225.0 19617.0 5497.9 38638.0 14719.0 - 300.0 - 300.0
Lead 7.8 15.3 10.6 7.6 5. 65 15. 0* - 15.0 -
Manganese 1363. 6 411. 6 678. 88 2264. 3 1246. 4 - 50.0 - 50.0

N ckel 16.1 29.3 ND ND 12.1 100.0 - - -

* - This value is the Federal Action Level

Key:

Concentrations in bold face exceed one or nore standards

MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contam nant Level s

Secondary MCL - Federal G oundwater Quality Maxi mum Contam nant Levels

WPHEQ Enf. St. - Wsconsin Public Health Goundwater Quality Enforcenent Standards

WPWEQ Enf. St. - Wsconsin Public Wl fare Goundwater Quality Enforcenent Standards

Ri sk Conc. - Risk-Based Concentration for Tap Water fromU. S. EPA, Region Ill, R sk-Based Concentration Table, July 11, 1994
ND - Conpound not detected in analysis

(-) - Analyte not listed in Table

Ri sk

Conc.

11.0

180.0
730.0



TABLE 2
VOLATI LE/ SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS | N GROUNDWATER AT TOVAH ARMORY, PHASE |

WPHGQ Ri sk
Sanpl e Locati on W16 W17 W18 W19 MCL Enf. St. Conc
Conpound Concentration (lg/l)
Vol atil es
Chl orof orm ND 1.0 2.0 ND 5.0 6.0 0.15
Trichl or oet hene 98.0 ND ND 16.0 5.0 5.0 1.6
Sem vol atil es ND 1.0 1.0 10.0 - 3.0 4.8

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e*

* - Conpound al so detected in |aboratory or field blanks

Key:

Concentrations in bold face exceed one or nore standards

ND - Conpound not detected in analysis

MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contam nant Level s

WPHEQ Enf. St. - Wsconsin Public Health Goundwater Quality Enforcenent Standards

Ri sk Conc. - Risk-Based Concentration for Tap Water fromU. S. EPA, Region Ill, R sk-Based Concentration Table, July 11, 1994
(-) - Analyte not listed in Table



Quality Data, Novermber 1995, Vol atile O ganic Conpounds (VOCs) and I norganics 1,

Table 3 G oundwat er
Upgr adi ent
Sanple I.D. MM 02 PZ- 02
Laboratory |.D. A5K040107002 A5K040107006
Sanpl e Date 11/ 02/ 95 1/ 02/ 95
VCCs
Chl orof orm < 50 J < 1.0
Chl or onet hane < 50 J < 1.0
1, 1- D chl or oet hane < 5.0 J < 1.0
1, 2-Di chl or oet hane < 50 J < 1.0
1, 1- Di chl or oet hene < 50 J < 1.0
Tet rachl or oet hene < 2.5 ] < 0.50
1,1, 1-Trichl or oet hane < 50 J < 1.0
1,1, 2-Trichl or oet hane < 3.0 J < 0.60
Tri chl or oet hene 160 J 26
Vinyl chloride < 2.5 ] < 0.50
1, 2-Di chl oroet hene (total) 32 J 6.2
| NORGANI CS
Arseni c -Dissol ved < 5.0 < 5.0
Lead - D ssol ved < 3.0 < 3.0
FI ELD PARAMETERS
pH 2 6.6 5.7
Speci fic Conductance (1S) 550 330
Tenperature (50 10 9

1 Al concentrations are reported in Ig/L (mcrograns per liter).
2 pH neasured in standard pH units.
J Estimated concentration.
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Tabl e 4

Upgr adi ent
Dup MN 02
Sanple |.D. MN 02 MM 98
Laboratory |.D. A6B140133003 A6B140133008
Sanpl e Date 02/ 13/ 96 2/ 13/ 96
VCCs
Chl orof orm < 3.3 J < 3.3 J
Chl or onet hane < 3.3 J < 3.3 J
1, 1- Di chl or oet hane < 3.3 J < 3.3 J
1, 2-Di chl or oet hane 6.4 J 5.7 J
1, 1- Di chl or oet hene < 3.3 J < 3.3 J
Tet rachl or oet hene < 1.7 J < 1.7 J
1,1, 1-Trichl or oet hane < 3.3 J < 3.3 J
1,1, 2-Trichl or oet hane < 2.0 J < 2.0 J
Tri chl or oet hene 94 J 83 J
Vinyl chloride < 1.7 J < 1.7 J
1, 2-Di chl oroet hene (total) 24 ] 18 J
| NORGANI CS
Arseni c -Dissol ved < 5.0 < 5.0
Lead - D ssol ved < 3.0 < 3.0
FI ELD PARAMETERS
pH 2 7.7 7.7
Speci fic Conductance (1S) 670 670
Tenperature (50 5.8 5.8

1 Al concentrations are reported in Ig/L (mcrograns per liter).
2 pH neasured in standard pH units.

J Estinmated concentration.

4.7 Downgradient concentration greater than background |evel.
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Goundwater Quality Data, February 1996, Volatile O ganic Conpounds (VOCs) and Inorganics 1, Tonah Arnory Landfill

Downgr adi ent
Pz-01 MWV 03
A6B140133002 A6B140133005
02/ 13/ 96 02/ 13/ 96

< 2.0 J < 1.0
< 2.0 J < 1.0
< 2.0 J < 1.0
< 2.0 J < 1.0
< 2.0 J < 1.0

< 1.0 J < 0.50
< 2.0 J < 1.0

< 1.2 J < 0.60
48 J 2.4

< 1.0 J < 0.50
8.0 J < 1.0
< 5.0 < 5.0
< 3.0 < 3.0
8.3 7.5
570 960
8.3 6.4

Site, Tonah, Wsconsin,
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Table 5 Cccurrence Summary of Surface Soil Sanples, Phase I/Phase Il R, Tomah Arnory Landfill Site, Tomah, Wsconsin.

Frequency Range of SQ@s Range of Detects Aver age

corPC Detects / Total Mn - Max Mn - Mx Det ect Mean UCL EPC
Arnmory Area
Benzo(a) pyrene 71 12 0. 044 - 0.047 0.048 - 0.41 0. 14 0. 089 0.15 0.15
Lead 12/ 12 - - - 3.6 - 80.2 33 33 47 47
Museum Ar ea
Benzo( a) pyr ene 5/ 8 0.044 - 0.046 0.21 - 1.3 0. 63 0.4 0.72 0.72
Lead 8/ 8 - - - 6.3 - 422 140 140 260 260
Sewage Pl ant Area
Benzo(a) pyrene 379 0.043 - 0.045 0.076 - 0.40 0.21 0. 084 0.16 0.16
Lead 9/ 9 - - - 8.3 - 52.4 26 26 37 37
Trespasser Area
Benzo( a) pyr ene 8/ 12 0.043 - 0.046 0.048 - 1.3 0.41 0.28 0.49 0.49
Lead 12 / 12 - - - 6.3 - 422 110 110 190 197
Al Surface Soils
Benzo( a) pyr ene 18 / 38 0.042 - 0.047 0.048 - 3.9 0. 44 0.22 0.4 0.4
Lead 38 / 38 - - - 3.6 - 422 53 53 79 79

Al concentrations are reported in mlligrans per Kkilogram (ng/kg).

COPC Constituents of potential concern.

-- I ndi cates that COPC was detected in all sanples.

EPC Exposure point concentration; |esser of the UCL and the naxi mum detected concentrati on rounded to two significant nunbers.
Mean Arithnetic average of the total nunber of sanples, using proxy concentrations for non-detects.

SQs Practical sanple quantitation limts for the non-detects.

UCL The upper 95 percent one-tailed confidence interval on the nean for nornally distributed data.



Table 6 Cccurrence Summary of Subsurface Soil Sanples for Arnory and Museum Area, Phase |/Phase || R, Tomah Arnory

Landfill Site, Tonah, Wsconsin.
Frequency Range of SQ@s Range of Detects Aver age

corPC Detects / Total Mn - Max Mn - Max Det ect Mean ucL EPC
ARMORY AREA

Benzo(a) pyrene 1/ 1 - - - -0.11 - - - 0.11
Arsenic 3/ 7 0,96 - 0.96 6.7 - 14.7 10 5 9 8.8
Bari um 3/ 7 3.59 - 3 61 118 - 799.6 440 190 420 420
Beryllium 4/ 7 0.48 - 0.48 0.5- 2.1 1 1 1 1.2
Chr om um 5/ 7 1.44 - 1.45 1.6 - 45.6 19 14 26 26
Lead 717 - - 2.5 - 1800 420 420 910 910
Manganese 717 - - 2.4 - 931.2 210 210 460 460
N ckel 4/ 7 2.87 - 2.88 3.7 - 45.7 28 17 31 31
Thal i um 41 7 0.97 - 0.97 0.7 - 0.9 1 0. 67 0.8 0.8
MUSEUM AREA

Benzo( a) pyr ene 1/ 1 - - - -0.14 - - - 0.14
Arsenic 1/ 1 - - - - 21 - - - 21
Bari um 1/ 1 - - - - 630 - - - 630
Beryl I i um 1/ 1 - - - - 1.2 - - - 1.2
Chr om um 1/ 1 - - - - 57 - - - 57
Lead 1/ 1 - - - - 4060 - - - 4100
Manganese 1/ 1 - - - - 770 - - - 770
N ckel 1/ 1 - - - - 130 - - - 130
Thal i um 1/ 1 - - - - - -

Al concentrations are reported in mlligrans per Kkilogram (ng/kg).

COPC Constituents of potential concern.

- - I ndi cates that COPC was detected in all sanples.

EPC Exposure point concentration; |esser of the UCL and the naxi mnum detected concentrati on rounded to two significant nunbers.
Mean Arithnmetic average of the total nunber of sanples, using proxy concentrations for non-detects.

SQs Practical sanple quantitation limts for the non-detects.

UCL The upper 95 percent one-tailed confidence interval on the mean for nornally distributed data.



Table 7

Conpari son of Surface Soil

RBC | ndustri al
10 -5

RBC Resi denti al
10 -5

Background sanpl es i ncl ude:

Data to Background Concentrations and R sk-Based Qui del i nes,

7.8
ND

0.88

ND

Tomah Arnory Landfill Site,
(3) Adult Lead
10 -4 Cl eanup Level (4)

78 NA
ND 36, 000
78 NA
ND 36, 000
78 NA
ND 36, 000
78 NA
ND 36, 000

(7) Resi denti al
10 -4 SSL (5)
8.8 0.09
ND 400

Backgr ound
Sour ce Par anet er EPC (1) Concentration (2) 10 -6

Miseum Benzo(a) pyrene (a) 0.72 0. 067 0.78
Lead 260 36 ND

Arnory Benzo(a) pyrene (a) 0.15 0. 067 0.78
Lead 47 36 ND

Sewage Pl ant Benzo(a) pyrene (a) 0.16 0. 067 0.78
Lead 37 36 ND

Al Surficial Soils Benzo( a) pyr ene 0.4 0. 067 0.78
Lead 79 36 ND

Backgr ound
Sour ce Par anet er EPC (1) Concentration (2) 10 -6

Tr espasser Benzo(a) pyrene (a) 0. 49 0. 067 0. 088
Lead 190 36 ND

NA Not appl i cabl e.

ND Not det er m ned.

ny/ Kg M1 ligrans per kil ogram

(a) Car ci nogen.

(1) Exposure Point Concentration.

(2) Concentrations are the average background concentrations tines two.

Benzo(a) pyrene was detected in the duplicate of BK22-02.

(3) Ri sk-Based Concentration, Industrial Soil Ingestion (USEPA, 1996).

(4) Adult |ead cleanup level calculated using a frequency of 28 d/yr exposure (USEPA, Region VI,

(5) Soi | Screening Level (USEPA, 1994)

(6) Soil Saturation Limt.

(7) Ri sk-Based Concentration, Residential Soil Ingestion (USEPA, 1996).

BKSS- 01 t hru BKSS- 06.

1995) .

Tomah, W sconsi n.

SSL (5) Transfer
From Soil to Air

11 (6)
ND

11 (6)
ND

11 (6)
ND

11 (6)
ND

SSL (5) Transfer
From Soil to Air

11 (6)
ND



Table 8

Conpari son of Subsurface Soil

Site, Tomah W sconsi n.

Backgr ound RBC I ndustrial (2) RBC I ndustri al
CoPC EPC Concentration(l) 10 -6 10 -5 10 -4 Noncar ci nogeni ¢
Ef fects

Arnmory Area

Car ci nogens
Benzo( a) pyrene 0.11 - - 0.78 7.8 78 NE
Arsenic 8.8 3.2 3.8 38 380 610
Beryllium 1.2 0.7 1.3 13 130 NE
Chr om unt 26 6.1 10, 000* 100, 000* 1, 000, 000* 10, 000
N ckel ** 31 5.8 ND ND ND 41, 000

I nor gani cs
Bari um 420 8.2 NA NA NA 140, 000
Lead 910 6.6 ND ND ND 36, 000 (4)
N ckel 31 5.8 NA NA NA 41, 000
Manganese 460 24. 6 NA NA NA 10, 000
Thal I'i um 0.8 1.2 NA NA NA ND

ny/ kg MI1ligrans per Hogram

- - Not det ect ed.

* Value is for chromumVI.

i N ckel is a carcinogen via refinery dust inhalation, this is not applicable to this site.

ND Not det er m ned.

NA Not appl i cabl e.

NE Not establ i shed.

EPC Exposure point concentration; |esser of the UCL and the nmaxi num detected concentrati ons

rounded to two significant nunbers.
a Soi |l saturation soil.
(1) Concentrations are the average background concentrations tines two.

Backgr ound sanpl es i ncl ude:

(2) Ri sk- Based Concentrati on,
Resi denti al
(4) Adult |ead cleanup |evel

(3) Soi | Screening Levels,

I ndustrial Soil

B19DB (3-5 ft) and B19DB (9-11 ft).

I ngestion (USEPA, Region II1, 1996).
Val ues (USEPA, 1994).

cal cul ated using a frequency of 28 d/yr exposure (USEPA, Region |V, 1995).

Data to Background Concentrations and Ri sk-Based Qui del i nes,

Tormah Arnory Landfill

SSL(3) Transfers
From Soil to Air

lla
380
690
140
6, 900

350, 000
ND
6, 900
ND
ND



Table 8

Backgr ound RBC I ndustrial (2) RBC I ndustri al
CoPC EPC Concentration (1) 10 -6 10 -5 10 -4 Noncar ci nhogeni ¢
Ef fects
Museum Ar ea
Car ci nogens
Benzo(a) pyrene 0.14 - - 0.78 7.8 78 NE
Arseni c 21 3.2 3.8 38 380 610
Beryllium 1.2 0.7 1.3 13 130 NE
Chr omi un¥ 57 6.1 10, 000* 100, 000* 1, 000, 000* 10, 000
N ckel ** 130 5.8 ND ND ND 41, 000
I nor gani c
Bari um 630 8.2 NA NA NA 140, 000
Lead 4100 6.6 ND ND ND 36, 000 (4)
Manganese 760 24.6 NA NA NA 10, 000
N ckel 130 5.8 NA NA NA 41, 000
Thal I'i um - - 1.2 NA NA NA NA
ny/ kg M1 1ligrans per kil ogram

EPC

(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)

Conpari son of Subsurface Soil Data to Background Concentrations and R sk-Based Cuidelines, Tonah Arnory Landfill

Site, Tomah, Wsconsin.

Not detected

Value is for chromumVI.

Ni ckel is a carcinogen via refinery dust inhalation, this is not applicable to this site.
Not det er m ned.

Not appl i cabl e.

Not establi shed.

Exposure point concentration; |esser of the UCL and the naxi num detected concentrati ons
rounded to two significant nunbers.

Soi|l saturation soil.

Concentrations are the average background concentrations tinmes two.

Background sanpl es include: B19DB (3-5 ft) and B19DB, (9-11 ft).

Ri sk-Based Concentration, Industrial Soil |ngestion (USEPA, Region I, 1996).

Soi|l Screening Levels, Residential Values (USEPA, 1994).

Adult lead cleanup | evel calculated using a frequency of 28 d/yr exposure (USEPA, Region |V, 1995).

SSL (3) Transfers
From Soil to Air

1lla
380
690
140
6, 900

350, 000c
ND
ND
6, 900
ND



APPENDI X A

RESPONS| VENESS SUMVARY
TOVAH ARMORY LANDFI LL
TOMAH, MONROE COUNTY, W SCONSI N

PURPOSE

Thi s responsi veness summary has been prepared to neet the requirenents of Sections

113(k) (2)(B)(iv) and 117(b) of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reauthori zation
Act of 1986 (SARA), which requires the United States Environnmental Protection Agency (U. S
EPA) to respond to each of the significant coments, criticisns, and new data submtted in
witten and oral presentations on a proposed plan for renedial action. The responsiveness
summary provides a sunmary of residents' comments and concerns identified and received during
the public coment period, and U S. EPA s responses to those comments and concerns. All
comrents received by U S. EPA during the public coment period were considered in the

sel ection of the renedial alternative for the Tomah Arnory Landfill (TAL). The responsiveness
summary serves two purposes: it summarizes community preferences and concerns regardi ng the
remedi al alternatives, and it shows nenbers of the comunity how their comments were
incorporated into the decision-naking process

Thi s docurment summarizes witten and oral comments received during the public comment

period of July 25, 1996 to August 25, 1996. The public neeting was held at 6:00 p.m on
August 18, 1996 at the Tomah Gty Hall Council Chanbers, Tonmah, Wsconsin. A full transcript
of the public neeting, as well as all site related docunents, are available for review at the
information repository, |located at the Tomah Public Library, 716 Superior Avenue, Tonah,

W sconsin. The only official comrents received were fromthe Wsconsin Departnent of Natura
Resour ces (VIDNR).

OVERVI EW

The proposed remedial alternative for the Tomah Arnory Landfill was announced to the public
just prior to the beginning of the public comment period. U S. EPA proposed no action

VWONR Commrent s

1. Comment: The Wsconsin Departrment of Natural Resources (VWDNR) and United States

Envi ronmental Protection Agency (U. S. EPA) have agreed that the groundwater inpacts of

vol atil e organi ¢ conpounds (VOCs) in the vicinity of the landfill are likely froma recently
identified upgradi ent source. The VOCs identified exceed drinking water standards and
therefore are likely to pose significant risk to potential future users of the ground water
inthis area. Wth this in mnd, it does not appear |ogical that |ong-term groundwater
nonitoring at the site will in fact confirmthat the "groundwater conditions at the site
continue to pose no significant risk"

Response: U.S. EPA neans by the statenent, "groundwater conditions at the site continue to
pose no significant risk," that groundwater conditions attributable to the TAL continue to
pose no significant risk. This statenent could be true, even though a source other than TAL
has released in the vicinity of the landfill VOCs in excess of drinking water standards. In
requiring sorme additional groundwater monitoring, EPA seeks to confirmthat the TAL will not
cause any significant deterioration of groundwater quality offsite in the future

2. Comment: The Proposed Plan states that the ground water was considered to be an unlikely
pat hway for exposure to contam nation because the site is located in an area served by a
nmuni ci pal water system Furthernore, the Gty of Tomah has nodified the Gty ordinance to
prohibit installation of drinking water wells within 200 feet of the landfill. U S EPAdid
not recogni ze this in the proposed plan



Response: A variety of factors were taken into consideration in determning the no-action
decision at the TAL, including those related to pathways for exposure. However, a significant
el ement of the no-action decision was the determnation that to date contam nation fromthe

landfill appeared to be restricted to the area under the landfill and had not noved beyond
the boundaries of the landfill. US. EPA feels nonitoring is needed to ensure that this
condi tion does not change. If contamination related to the landfill is found outside the

boundari es additional factors need to be taken into account to address the off-site

contami nation. This is not to say that the decision could be sonething other than no-action
however, other actions nay becone nore appropriate, i.e. containnent with nonitoring, natural
attenuation with nonitoring, and others.

3. Comment: U S. EPA has not explained the type or frequency of the groundwater nonitoring
it is proposing. There are indications that the sanpling would include only | ead. This seens
to be based on the fact that | ead was detected in a groundwater sanple collected underneath
the site. This | ead detection cane froma geoprobe sanple collected during the Phase

Remedi al Investigation (RI). The Phase | Rl was a screening investigation to determne the

| evel of effort needed to nove the site through the next phase. The information collected was
used to elimnate sone conpounds fromfuture sanpling. The detection of lead in this sanpling
round was not confirnmed, nor was it discussed previously as a concern given that it was
collected froma well which did not neet the criteria in ch. NR 141, Wsconsin Admnistrative
Code. This sanple was collected froma geoprobe that was installed through waste and was

anal yzed for total |ead

Response: The Phase | R coll ected geoprobe groundwater sanples for screening purposes to
determ ne additional actions at the site. CGeoprobe data indicated the presence of inorganic
(lead) and VOC (trichl oroet hene) groundwater contam nation at a nunber of sanpling |ocations

inside and outside the boundaries of the landfill. US. EPA Policy is to collect unfiltered
sanples to best mirror existing groundwater conditions. Additionally, the Phase | sanpling
effort detected the presence of lead in subsurface sanples collected within the landfill. The
Agenci es determined it was appropriate to conduct additional Phase Il sanpling. Phase |
groundwat er sanpling perforned outside the boundaries of the landfill verified the presence

of VQOCs, but also detected themin upgradient wells at greater concentrations. |norganic
contami nation, primarily lead, was not detected at significant |evels outside the boundaries
of the landfill. Based upon both phases of data collection the U S. EPA determ ned that
groundwat er contam nation fromthe landfill was not significant and no renedial action was
necessary. However, because the Phase | sanpling effort had di scovered the presence of |ead
contami nation in ground water and subsurface soils within the landfill, and these wastes
woul d be left in place as part of the no-action record of decision, the U S EPA believed
future groundwater nonitoring woul d provide additional insurance that the conditions at the
site continue to pose no significant risk. The type and frequency of future groundwater
sanpling will be determined by the U S. EPA after signature of the ROD. Responsible parties
at the site will be allowed input into the paraneters of the sanpling

4. Comment: The Phase Il R groundwater sanple collected froman off-site nonitoring well
contai ned | ead above the Wsconsin Preventive Action Limt (PAL). This result was not
confirned and at the tine the Renedial Investigation was being finalized, the WONR and U. S
EPA agreed that this isolated detection was not consi dered an exceedance and, therefore, did
not necessitate additional investigation or sanpling. In addition, this informati on was

eval uated prior to concluding that the site posed no risk and that a Feasibility Study was
not necessary.

Response: The U.S. EPA would like to reiterate that, based on the data collected and the risk
assessnent perforned at the site, it has determned that no renedial action is necessary at
the site. Since the U S. EPA determned that there was no significant risk at the site and no
remedi al action would be selected, a feasibility study was not conducted. Future groundwater
nonitoring is necessary because waste will be left in place, to ensure that the site
continues to pose no significant risk, and to increase the significance of the groundwater
data collected to date with additional data points.



5. Comment: Because the WDNR bel i eves that additional groundwater nonitoring is not
warranted, it has stated to the potential responsible parties at the TAL that the nonitoring
wel I's shoul d be abandoned unl ess the all eged responsible party for the upgradi ent source of
VOC cont ami nations takes over ownership of them Chapter NR 141, Ws. Adm Code requires the
abandonnent of all wells not used within a year

Responses: To avoid delays in the future nonitoring and prevent additional costs of
installing new wells, the U S. EPA requests that the WDNR consi der allow ng the responsible
parties to nmaintain the wells for the duration of the future groundwater sanpling. Once U S
EPA has nade a determnation that groundwater sanpling is no |onger necessary, the wells can
be properly abandoned

6. Comment: If the U S. EPAis still concerned about the potential future inpacts of |ead,
which may raise the risk associated with the TAL, the WDNR suggests that U S. EPA performa
routine inspection of the site with the follow ng purpose:

e to determne whether |and use or exposure conditions have changed
e to determ ne whether institutional controls continue to be viable
e« to evaluate the renedial progress being nade at the upgradi ent contam nant source

A qualitative evaluation appears to be a logical, site specific action that will equally
address the concerns of the U 'S. EPA

Response: As part of the five year review process the U S. EPA may include a qualitative
eval uation that contains nany of the el enents proposed in the cooment. The U S. EPA
believes future groundwater nonitoring will provide additional data to suppl enment or
even repl ace sone of the evaluation criteria |listed above.
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